In this editorial we discuss the reasons behind choosing social interactions as the theme for this CTRA special issue. We briefly describe the transition in creativity research from a paradigm centered on the individual and his/her intra-psychological predispositions to one focused on the social, systemic approach to creativity in which this phenomenon is not only facilitated or inhibited by social factors, but embedded in and multi-directionally connected to the socio-cultural and material context in which it takes place. We end with a brief description of the contributions to this special issue.
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perception of creativity has been demonstrated repeatedly in the assessments made by laypeople (Lebuda & Karwowski, 2013) , and it continues to be shared by creativity researchers who tend to prioritize the subjective, especially intra-individualistic aspects of creative activities over social and cultural ones (see Amabile, 1983; Csikszentmihalyi, 1996 Csikszentmihalyi, , 1998 Glăveanu, 2010 Glăveanu, , 2015a Glăveanu, , 2015b Hennessey, 2003a Hennessey, , 2003b . Perhaps due to the fact that both the beginnings of research on abilities (Galton, 1874) , and reinitiated scientific interests in the subject of creativity (Guilford, 1950) were associated with research on intelligence, reflections and exploration in this area dominated the so-called He and I paradigms, where the focus is placed on the individual and his/her personal resources, especially psychological ones (Glăveanu, 2010) . Gradually, the accent in research shifted towards a more social paradigm (the We-paradigm; Glăveanu, 2010) , in which creativity is defined in terms of communication, collaboration and develops as a result of socialization and social interaction (Csikszentmihalyi, 1996 (Csikszentmihalyi, , 1998 Fischer, Giaccardi, Eden, Sugimoto, & Ye, 2005) .
It seems that today the vast majority of scientists agree on the fact that it is impossible to understand the creativity in isolation form the social world (see e.g. Glăveanu, 2015b) , meaning in isolation from the context in which it is formed, developed and presented (e.g., Stein, 1953; Simonton, 1975 Simonton, , 1976 . The necessity of adopting a more comprehensive approach to creativity is depicted in an autobiographical story by Igor Stravinsky, who wrote: I shall never forget the adventure which later befell me in crossing the frontier at Chiasso on my return to Switzerland. I was taking my portrait, which Picasso had just drawn at Rome and given to me. When the military authorities examined my luggage they found this drawing, and nothing in the world would induce them to let it pass. They asked me what it represented, and when I told them that it was my portrait, drawn by a distinguished artist, they utterly refused to believe me. 'It is not a portrait, but a plan,' they said. 'Yes, the plan of my face, but of nothing else,' I replied. But all my efforts failed to convince them, and I had to send the portrait, in Lord Berners' name, to the British Ambassador in Rome, who later forwarded it to Paris in the diplomatic bag (Stravinsky, 1936, p. 106) This anecdote is, in our opinion, a good example of the fact that the reception of the creative product is influenced not only by its quality, the workshop or creator's prestige, by the place and time at which the recipient "meets" the product, but also by his or her willingness to understand the message and ability to "read" the cultural codes or new ideas contained in the product (see Bilton, 2007) . Inspiration for developing a multifaceted approach to creativity can be found in the system model of creativity that emphasizes personal and socio-cultural interaction (e.g. Csikszentmihalyi, 1996 Csikszentmihalyi, , 1998 ; Glăveanu, Lebuda, I., Galewska-Kustra M., Glăveanu, V., Creativity and Social Interactions 2010; Gruber & Wallace, 1999) . In this approach, creativity goes beyond the intra-psychic attributes of the creator and is not only is conditioned by social factors but immersed in culture and becomes a thoroughly social phenomenon. This model, built on by the editors and contributors to this special issue, postulates that in order to understand the creativity it is necessary to analyse the interaction between all the elements of the creative system (Csikszentmihalyi, 1996) . Essential in this regard is taking into account the multilateral relations established between the person, i.e., the creator and his or her resources, the domain, an area of discipline in which product is developed, and the field, the gatekeepers who ultimately decide "the fate" of the work (Csikszentmihalyi, 1998) . More broadly, including also the level of everyday, non-professional creativity, we need to understand the relationships established between the new artifact (material or conceptual), self (creator) and others (broadly understood as a community), in the context of the existing symbols and norms (Glăveanu, 2010 ).
In such a holistic approach to creativity it is important not only to leave the humancentric, or in fact cognitive-centric, model of the phenomenon behind, but above all to draw attention to the role of interaction, especially social interactions, in creative activities, both at the level of potential as well as in its realization within everyday, professional and eminent creativity (Kaufman & Beghetto, 2009) . At the same time, we would like to point out that a comprehensive social psychology of creativity shouldn't focus only on social relations in the form of collaborative process (e.g., Sawyer & DeZutter, 2009) or group creativity (e.g. Paulus & Nijstad, 2003) , but also on the broader dynamics of multilateral exchanges between people participating in creative systems, embedded in particular spatial and temporal contexts. Although the idea that creativity research should put more emphasis on the social aspects of the phenomenon is not novel, the dearth of research in this area is still obvious, and researchers are looking for more examples of studies which undertakes the challenge of examining interaction elements within the creative system and adopting a holistic approach to the problem (Glăveanu, 2015a (Glăveanu, , 2015b .
Therefore, despite the awareness that studies conducted in this paradigm face numerous research challenges, and require in-depth reflections on terminology (Glăveanu, 2013) , we were guided by a shared belief in the fundamental importance of social interaction for creativity (e.g., Gruber, 1998; Fischer et al., 2005; Negus & Pickering, 2004; McKay, Grygiel, & Karwowski, in press; Lebuda, 2016 ) and a series of common interests, when we invited creativity researchers to exchange experiences and share research results related to the topic of "Creativity and Social Interactions". We have compiled in this issue a series of papers which, we believe, make a worthy contribution to ongoing discussions about the social context of creativity. In the first text "Creativity is always a social process" In our view, the this collection of papers offers an interesting overviews of theory and empirical research in the social psychology of creativity by showcasing the use of different methodological approaches, and describing issues related to creative potential as well as creative achievement, be it professional, eminent or mundane. There is also a clear reference to social interaction at different levels: from sharing ideas in the dyads and bigger groups, to focusing on inner dialogues with internalized others, from relational experiences in specific environments like school and the Internet, to reflections on the relation between creativity and cultural norms. By providing this special issue, we hope that the interaction of the authors, mediated by the arguments presented in each paper, will serve as an inspiration for readers of the journal and help them reach new and valuable conclusions about creativity. In the end, should there be any shortcomings on our part, please note that the attribution trends from which we started our discussions are called errors for a reason. Enjoy the edition!
